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ABSXBACT •• * * 

A Study was conducted in vhich half«hcur segments of 
prioe-tise network dramatic prcgraning vere tabulated for ifuch 
violence*related' items as: the 'seriousness and significance of 
violence, the number of violect actions in the (rograo, ^nd^ the 
duration^ ox ^io^^nce. o her factors considered vere: audience size, 
share of audience, program duration, program type, prcgipas tone, 
format, and time of broadcast:. This ccnsideraticn cf how one 
dimension of program content (violence) affects audience siz^ 
indicated that^ violence measures accounted for little mere than 3% of 
the variance in audience shares, an additional H% during nonfamily 
hour programs, and 55* when the fccus was cnly cn feature films, 
(TJ) ' * 
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Audience Production Ft inct'lons 

"The game of televfsijn is basically between the network and the 
advertiser,' and the Melsen digi|8 determine what the latter will 
pay for the circulation' of his commercial. The public is lnvi»ived 
only as the definition of the number, "so many persons' 18-*j9, so . 
many others, alt-neatly processed by television." (3, p.U) 

All^dustrial production involves the combination of Inputs in such 
a way so as t^^(&ize the output' of product at the requisite level of 
quality. This technology dan be described by a technical production func- 
t ion Which specifies the maximum ;Level of output which can be obtained with a 
given combination of Inputs, When estimated by multiple regression tech- 
niques (4), this production function will also. describe the marginal product, 
or independent contribution of each input factor. If as Les Brown suggests, 
telcj^ision broadcasting i^^n industry which produces audiences for sale to 
advertisers, it should be possfible to describe that process in economic terras 
that wquld allow the community to evaluate the costs and benefits which 
might, derive from ^y changes in that technology which, might be occasioned 
by its regulatory activity. 

fpt many, television viewing is a non-selective, almost passive ac- 
tivity. Paul Klein has suggested that television audiences select the 
"least ObjectionalVPrograw" and concludes that "because a viewer in a chair 
tends to stay in his chair, an LOP renders great service to the program 



following it.** It can become, in the trade's argot, a strong lead-in j 
< * . ■ ♦ V . • . f 

<14, p.* 21)." In oar preliminary ahalysis. Lead-in accounted for nearly 

50 percent of the variance of audience shares. Once we acknowledge the 

' • \ . ' "• * • 

habltudl nature of "television watching," we must conclude that the* de<;- 

cision to changjB the channel and to watch_,Channcl A, rather than B, 

C, .must, be btfsed on some expectation that there is some difference in the 

content of each, and that A is "preferred" or "less objectionable" than 

• * ' * 

the others. 

Effdrts to estimate the productivity of television programs h'ave been 
limited primarily* by their reliance on imprecise, and somewhat arbitrary 

* * * , * 

definitions of program content. The bulk of this research has been concerned ' 
vith estimating the value of, or the demand** for, rather broadly defined 
program "types" sUch as news, action-adventure, theatrical films or 
'comedy (18, 19). However,' Edward Grccnberg and Harold Barnett demonstrated 
that such types were inadequatie predictors of audience- shares for ^ sample of 
feature films scheduled by the networks. They concluded that 4>ecau8e* the^^e . 
was oo much apparent variety in filSs, ."choice* within types may be as valuablfe 
to mat^y viewers as diversity across types." (12, p. ^3) ^ ' ^' \' 

More recently, progress has been mado in the determination 6f consnraer 
preferences thjpugh eMort^to describe them in terms of product attributes. 
•Following the approach of Kelvin Lancaster, who ^rgued.tMt a^prpduct is. not; 
valued for itselt, rather for the combined value of its identifiable qualities, 
several researchers have gathered empirical support for the utility of multi- 
attribUce preference models (13).. • , 

Reeves and Greenberg, selecting eight attributes for television characters, 
including funny, active and strong,' concluded that only four attributes'^were 

4 

/ 

necessary to account for the variance In children's prefereno^ for television. 



characters (20). Donald Liehman used program attributes, such as action,^ « 
•suspense, humor,. and other qualities such as being well-produced, to predict 
viewer liking and actual viewing of 20 prime time programs (16). 

Violence as an Attribute 



4 



\ Violence, or "action" as it is euphemistically called, is used legu- 
llrly as an "a»ttentnon-grabber", or simply as a way to move a plot along 
'and its value as an audience builder has long been treated as a cultural 
fact (1, 2, 3„ 21, 23, 26, 27). However, there has befen* very little work 
which has sought to test the assumptions empirically. Two recent studies 

WIN, * 

(8, 9) have exanined .the productivity of violence in prime time television 

progriihs. • • . 

.* , . ' ^ . •. ' 

, Ed Diener and Darlene ifeFour^ counted' the frequency with which 78 specific 

events occurred in a sample of 62 episodes of II difflrent ueries ./ These were 

summed for ^ach program to prodtice "aggression, Wor, drama and action"- scofe 

«« . • t 

for each program. Multiple regression 'was used to predict the audience, ad, 
measured by the A.c'. 'Nielsen "average a^udience" estiw^te for tjat series on 
the immediately .foliowiag week; Not surpi^isingly , given the selection of a- 
.l^agged popularity index, the equation was not significant .> The correlation 
of their aggression score'with the Nielsen aS^dience estimate. was also small 
and Insignificant, leading to their condlusioji that "program popularity - 
might be a function, of qualitative fabtors that were not cap tut ed In the-, 
simple discrete-even t-type categories used in this study (8; p. 336)." 

Using estimates of several attributes of programs 'sampled over a seven 
'year. period, Gandy estimated three production functions fo^ the television 

* * 

' industry. Two were significant at the 1% level, and ^plained as muc^ as 
U% of the viriance in audience, as' -measured by A.C. Nielsen, and expressed 

. \ 



as a percentage of the audience watchlSig television at that particular time. * 

The amount of violence, a simple count of the nuii^ey of acts of violence 

•occurinc in the program, emerged as a significant, independent; and positive 

w • '. » 

influence oft each programme share of the audience. 

^ Treating the' audience production process as a competitive process, ^ 
whereirTthe audience for program A is, seen to be a function, not ool^of 
the attributes of that program, but a function of the attributes ol other 
programs shown at the Siafee time, Gandy estimate.d several production functions 
for each network. The CBS equations^were all significant, explaining more 
than 70% of the variance in audiences for 54 half hou« segments. Again, the. 
amou^it of violence in CBS programs emerged as a significant,. positive factor 
in the production of audiences. However, the most important factor, as- 
measured by the standardized beta coefficient (-.747) was a variable describing 
tht sigii.f icance of the violence. The negative coefficient was interpreted to 
mean that "the less significant the violence was to the plot or to the climax 
of the prSgram, the more it contributed to audience feize (9, p.ll)." 

^Several factor's call for caution in the interpretation of the Gandy 
.data. First, because oiily of the half hour periods which were broadcast 
during the seven sample weeks were included in the network level aralysis , . 
the small sample may have been biased in some unknown direction. Second, and 
.perhaps more importantly, the samples were spread out over a period of seven 
. years^, and it was during this period that ABC succeeded in wresting the 
production crown away- from CBS. Thus, it is highly unlikely that any ♦single 
technology was in use by anyone other than CBS. ^ * 



THE PRESENT STUDY: •METHODOLOCt 

Ttic sample consisted , of 586 haXf-hour segments of^i prime- time net^rk 
dramatic programming aired between 8:00 and 11:00 P.M. eaeh evening. The 



is waV^ 



selectioi^ of the half<*hour as the unit of analysis waV. based on the f ollowini^ 
realities of the audience production process: 1) telcvisidA programs are 
not* of uniform length, ranging from^ 30 to 180 minutes; 2) audiences* are 
produced in a competitive environment, in that the potential viewer makes ^ 

0 

a choice between simultaneous television offerings « many of which are likely 
to change on ^he'^half hour. The half hour is the largest, and^most vlogical 
unit; of analysis when cQmpari sons are being made. . 

Program content data used in this analysis were generated frojn 380 N 

/ ' • ■ • ■ • , • . ^ ■ • ■ 

prime-time network dramatic programs broadcast during a seven-week perfod 

in the fall of 1976. included were all dramatic programs broadcast-between 

' • i ' 

the hours of 8 and 11 P.M. ^ach day; all vjariety,' news, anci sports pro- 

granmlng were excluded.* ^ ' 

The data consist, of measures of program content -and , audience size. 

Content items measuring violence used the following definition'. Violence 

4> 

ip "the overt express^ion of physical force, with or without a .weapon, against 
self or other, compelling action against one's 'wlll on pain dl' being Jliurt 



*T!ie data were Intially collected as part of a sampling experiment, of 
The Cul,tural Indicators Project. C.I. methodology is described in 'George 
Gerbher^ Larry Cross, Marilyn Jackon-Bf eck, Suzanne Jef f riosS-fox, and 
Nancy Signorleili, "Cultural Indicators* Violence Profile No. 9,** Journal 
of Communlcatipn. 1978, 28:3, pp. 176-2(D7. 



or killed, or actually hHrtitiR or, killing."*- . . , . 

Program content measures Included .thb fallowing violence-related 
items: the seriousness and significance of; yiolcnce, the number of violent 
actions** in the progran, and the duration -of violence(the amount of time, 

it 

in seconds, these actions took up). Other attriUates wqre program duration, 
network, program type' (crime or ^tion-adventure) , progrnm tone (comic or 
serious), format (television play or film), and , the time l>f broadcast 
(early or late evening).. Data on characterizations were also u'jed in the * 
analysis. These items included the total number of major characters, the 
cumber of major characters who committed violence (hurt or killed other 
characters) and the number of major characters who werfe victimized (were 



* Violence "must be plausible andcredible. It must be directed against 
human or human-like beings, and it must hurt or kill, or threaten to do so, 
as part of the script's plot". Na idle threats, ❖erbal abuse, or gestures 
without credible violent consequences are included. However, once an 
unmistakably violent incident is observed, it is recorded whether the script 
calls for murder, "natural" cAta^trophies, or "accidents." (Although 
accidehts are very rare in fiction, they are neither "natural" or "acci- 
, dental."' "Accidents" written into scripts victimize characters who fall 
' prey to them, and the message of victimization is' one significant aspect 
of exposure- to violence.) Violence in a realistic or "serious", context 
is recorded aflong with violence in a fantasy or "humorous" context. . .Clear- 
,cut violence in any context is coded beciusc the social lessons of such violenpe 
csin by demonstrated — and learned — in any context. There is evidence to 
suggest, for example, that exposure to fantasy or "humorous" violence is 
effective in conveying some lessons of violence. (See, for example, \ 
A. Bandura, D. Ross, and S. Ross, "Imitation- of Film-mediated Aggressive ] 
Models," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology , 66, 1963, 3-U; and • 
G.T.- Ellis and F. Sekura HI, "The Effect of AgKressive Cartoons .on the 
Behavior of First Grade Children," Journal of PsycholoRy , 81, 1972, 7-43.) 
Therefore, Its exclusion, or that of "accidents" and "catast'rophles ," 
would be analytically unacceptable." (George Gerbner^ et al., "Cultural 
Indicators: Violence Profile No. 9, o£. cit . , p. 179.) 

• . • ' • * 

** A violent action is a scene of some violence confined to the same partici- 
' papts. If a scene is interrupted by flashbacks or sl^lfts to another scene, 
but continues *in "real time," it is still the same episode. Any change In 
the cast »-f characters — such as'a«new dgent of violence entering the scene — 
starts another violent action (Ibid, p. 179). 



ERIC 



8 



< 



.hurt or killed),.' n^ally measureo .Indicating the total naobor of characters, . 
ad well as the number who were Injured and/<ir killed in each progrnin'9 violent 
actions were also generated. * , 

Interval scale content items (e.g.. the number of violent actions, 
number injured, or number 0/ killers) were transformed into scores reflecting 
their rate per minute of programminlg. That is. the count (such as the number 
of actions) for the entire program was divided by the length, in mlnutdte. of 
the program. When transformed, this score^becomes the average number of violent 
actions per minute, of programming. These scores were computed for each half^ 
hour program .segment. Nominal scale content items were not, so standardized; 

« 

that is. the original code was used for each program segment. - 

. Estimates of the national audience for these prpgrams and program segments 
were based on measures gene;rated and published by the A.C. Niela^ Company.* 
Four measures were calculated and used in this analysis-FirPt Quarter and 

'Half Hour Rdtlngs. and Shares. 

Nielsen estimates* of the average audience for each half-hour of pro- 

I 

gramming ate called the First Quarter and Hal f Hour Rating in* this analysis. 

■ The third audience measure. Share , expresses the average cudience for each 
half-hour segment as a percent of households actually wat ching television 
(HUT). Since tl\e number of households watching television changes throughout 
the evening (rising quickly to a .nximum around 9 P.M. and then slowly . 
declining), Share is a very important measure because it has a common 

' base (percent). 'Therefore it may be compared throughout the evening, 
whereas the average audience estimates may not. * 



« The Nielsen National TV Audience Estimates: Ni elsen Television Index, 
A.C. Nielsen Co., 1976. 



ANALYSIS , 1 * 

* * 

Th'e technology of audience production may be, described from several 
different perspectives. We may consider the nt.work television tndusBi-y as • 
a whole, and assume that all three networks use the same technolog.y and arc 
equally efficient In Its use. The technology of the Industry could be ^* 
described by a single production function. We may also consider the networks 
to be individual competitive firms, that either choose to use different 
ter.hnologies, or are more or less efficient in the use of a standard tech- 
nology. Furthermore, we may recognize that the pool from which potential 
audiences are created is finite, and audiences captured by one network are 
' unavailable to the others. Under such competitive, zero-sum conditions,. , 
the technology of one network may be constrained by the technology in use 

by its competitors. 

Alternately, we may consider that there ari production functions » or 
"formulas" that differ for each program type, such that programs of a 
particular type share common attributes'^ but more successful types combine 

these attributes in optimal proportions. Each of these alternativtes are, 

♦* « 

considered in the analysis that follows. ' 

■ ** 

******************** 
Table One 
^ ******************** 

Table One presents the group means on key measures for program segments 

* * 

classified according to network, format and time of broadcast. Since t^e first 
hour of prime time programming is generally aimed at capturing the broader 
"family" audience, including young children, a subset of the. sample, composed; 
" of programs beginning 9 P.M. or later, was selected for detailed analyses 

(N- 390- half hours). Half hour ratings and shares reveal ^Oiat ABC pronrams were 
""more successful than those of the other networks. ABC also seems to be more 

.0 
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willlag CO sprinkle their programs with a greaciv number of corpses than the 
other networks (Number Dead) . Feature films produced larger audiences than 
teleplays in general, and like ABC, had a greater 'number of mortally wounded 

characters per minute of programming. 

******************** * 

^ Table Two 

***************** >* 

Efforts to describe the audience production function for the television 

Indus tr^. during all prime time hours were only partially successful. Though 

each equation was significant, little more than five percent of the variance 

in audience shares was explained by the 12 program attributes. The most 

Important positive contribution to audience shares was the estimate of the 

average number of victims (BETA- i 239 ) . While the number of major characters 

who were the targets of fatal violence appears to reduce the avei^age audience 

share, the overall number of dead was a significant positive factor. 

******************** 

Table Three 
******************** 

In Table Three, the analysis was limited to the program segments in the 
non-family viewing hours, -and the same 12 variables- explained 9 percent of the 
variance in audience shares. Again, the number of mortally wounded characters 
was a significant positive factor in audience production, while the number of 
mortally wounded major characters was a significant negative factor. Overall, 
the average number of victims per jiinute made the most substantial positive 
contribution to audience shares (BETA=.339). 

Further subdividing the non-family hour^segments into network offerings 

* . ******************** ) 

♦ * Table Four 

' ******************** ' s 

- ' * ■ " ■* ' 

produces dramatic increases in the power of the estimating equations, ^ The 12 

vatlable equation explains more than 30 percent of the Variance . In the average 



half hour audience ( CBS* All the equations are significant tP<*01), apd 
there are Itnportant differences in the s4gns of the coefficients for each 
network*8 program attributes. see, for example that th^ number of mortally 

wounded characters is a significant negative factor in CBS audience production, 
and a significant positive factor in audience production for NQC. . The number 
of major characters who are. killed are significant negat^v.e factors in audience 
production for both CBS and NBC, but a posit ive^f actor in the technology of 
ABC. In fact, the number of mortally wounded major ciiaracters makes the 
greatest positive contribution to audience for ABC (BETA". 621)'. • 

♦ 

Table Five . 

Not unexpectedly, feature films* tend to hav€f more coiTiraon attributes 
than teleplays or 4ramatic serials. With 110 half hours of feature films, 
we are able to explain some 55 percent of the variance in audience shares 
(Table Fivei . It is within the feature 'filmgroup that the number of major 
characters killed is a significant negative factor,- while the number of all 
characters killed is a significant positive influence on productivity. 

Examining only crime dramas shown in non-family hours, ve find that 
mortal violence detracted from audience production, as coefficient-: for both 
variables are negative. In the crime dramas, as i-n the Teleplays ^verall, 
the most important positive contribution to audience shares is the estimate 
of the average number of victims per minute. This factor is positive in nil 
production functions estimated under non-competitive conditions. 

In order to examine audience production under competitive conditions, 
where the content of competing programs is known and included lU the production 
•function, it is necessary to treat each half hour period, as a unit of analysis 
containing three competing network offerings. Thus the sample cannot include 



11 

thooe program segments broadcast. in half hour periods when one or more networks 
offered a news, spores or variety program. The sample contained 106 half hour 

♦ ♦ 

periods that met the requirement of simultaneously having dramatic programs 
on all three networks « 

Table Six 

■ • 

Under competitive conditions, we are able to est^.mate the extent to 
which the 'success of one firm is dependent upon the simultaneous offerings 
of a competing firm. We see f 01; example that for ABC- we are able to explain 

m * * 

4 

31 percent of the variance In audience shares with 9 variables, but It Is 
the program attributes of Its competitors which make the most Important 
contributions.'^ That Is, the seriousness of the violence In ABC programs Is 
the only attribute of ABC's offerings which makes a significant contribution 
to its audience in this model (BETA-. 258), while the .significance of the 
violence l-n CBS programs scheduled at the same time is even more Important 
(BETA».A83). 

Competitive factors appear to be the most important for all the networks, 
as there are no significant factors which make positive contributions to 

4 

audience production for CBS or NBC beyond those which describe attributes 
of competing programs • 

Table Seven 

I 

Difference scores represent **€n^alternative formulation of the competitive 
production situation^ The average amount of violence (the average number of 
violent actions per minute of programming) on all three networks was calculated 
for each half hour period. Each network]s offering was then described in terms 
of Its difference from that average. Thus, for any half hour period, each 



network can be seen to offer more or less than the avepage amount of viole^^e. 

This variable and five others were used to estimate production functions tdt 

the three networks under fully competitive conditions. 

Since two difference scores contain all the variante in this measure, 
only two of three coefficients appear in each equation. For ABC, it was 
more important that the NBC offering was more violent than the average, 
while NBC apparently prospered when ABC programs exceeded^ the half hour 
average. Though we a^ most successful in explaining the variance In the 
CBS audience (r-s<^uared-.327) , these difference scores were not significant. 
Instead^ it was the number of characters who were injured in CBS programs 
that made the most important contribution to CBS's success under competitive 
conditions (BETA-. 472). This injury variable was not significant for CBS ^ 
under less specifically competitive condistions (Table Four) , though Its sign 

• was still' positive. 

* For NBC, the most important ^C9ntribut ion to audience size under these 
conditions was the number of wa^or characters who conmiitted violence (BETA«.586) 
The only variable which was s/Lgnlficant for each network as an attribute of its 
own program offering was the average number of characters killed per minute. 
For ABC this variable was signlf icant^and positive, while it was significant 
and negative for NBC and CBS. 

* • * 

DISCUSSION 

This attempt to describe the audience production process has been limited^ 
to a single dimension of program cojitent. We find that by treating the 
industry as a whole bur violence measures account for little more than 5 
percent of the variance in audience shares. This probably is du(^to the 
. variety in audience composition throughout the evening. Thus, when we 
examine non-family hour programs, presumably a period with fewer children 
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^ In the audience, we explain an additional 4 •percent of variance in audience 

shares.' Vhen we examine the networks independently, we find a dramatic 

^ increase in the amount of variance explained by th^se violence-related 

attributes. The greatest ^aln in explanatory power, comes when we focus 

on a single program format, the feature film. Here we explain 55 percent 

of the variance in audience shares. 

It is clear that there is more to the success or failure of a feature 

film than the amount of violence, its seriousness, and the ddstrlbutlon of 

♦ 

violents and victims, However, the fact that more than half .of the variance 
in the audience size^ is associated with differences in these attributes 

7 * ' . 

suggests that violence is an unquestionably Important productive input. 
The differefnces in the signs of the coefficients for violence involving . 
m&jor characters > as compared with all characters who *partWipate in' violent 
actions watt^ against overly simplistic formulations of the importance ot. 
program violence • 

Our analysis of individual network production functions, while more 
successful than formulations for the entire Industry, doer! not lead to easy 
, generalizations. Again, as between program types, we find differences in the 

^ magnitude and sign of the coefficients for these attributes in programs ^ 
offered by. each network. Thus, it may be that audience production takes place 
-within an industry composed of three monopolists that differ in their selection 
and presentation of a limited number of program types, which are further 
differentiated by their efficient combinations of program attributes. 

Our attempt to estimate the production function for networks under fully 
competitive conditions (those which most accurately represent the conditions 
under which audiences are produced for sale to advertisers) are haiflp»fireU b^f^, 
the relatively small sample (N«106). More importantly perhaps, our analysis 
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l8 limited by the nature of the aggregated audience estimates. It is not the 
case that broadcasters are interested In producing numbers without regard to 
their characteristics. Advertisers are interested in more detailed demographic 

♦ 

i^nformation about the age and sex of the audience. 

Differences in the coefficients of violence attributes for the networks 
suggest that either by agreement, or by indepetfflent design, networks may 
prefer to produce more homogeneous audiences than they did in the past. Eric 
Barnouw argues that "sponsorship became a matching game" when advertisers 
were able to match the demographic information provided by the A.C. IJielsen 

c . . • ■ • ' • 

Company with demographic information about their retail customers. CBS was 
reported to have sent prospective sponsors a publication called Where the 
Girls Are j/hich aided the matching pf products with programs with female . 
viewers /f varying ages (1, p.^). In order to test the proposition that, 
networks 'are specializing in the. kinds of audiences they are producins at 

t 

any one time, we would need to disaggregate the 'average audience estimates- 
into the same age/sex cohorts currently purcliase<' by televisionjidycrtisei^. 

We have little doubt that estimations of production- functions, where the 
output is nieasured in a particular age/sex cohort, rather than the heterogeneous 
average audience, would ^ind our program attributes explaining sutstanhially 
more of the variance. Indeed, it is expected that wp. will find a high 
degree of specialization andsome^bat more "friendly competition" between, 
the networks for the attention of one target group or anothef. 

Regulatory Considerations 
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Efforts by. government agencies and citizen groups to increase public 
welfare through the imposition fiT^trictions on the content of the mass^ 
media can be seen to be analogous to similar efforts to reduce industrial 
air pollution through. the imposition of restrictions on the u^e of particular 



fuels. In" each case, th(^ conmunity has identified an externality , or hirrmXul 

" . / • ' " • . • ^ ' ■ , 

output, which, is the utHntende^ joj.nt product* some producfclon process, 

otherwise valued^by some members of^ that community ('22) * 

Ve may see j for example," that a commttnity may plaoe some value on being 

abls lo purfihase.and s^ve fresh bread each morning. because It is produced 

by their local bakery. However, the bakery may use coal or wood to beet its 

, ' ft ' 

ovens, end in the pvocess spew great clouds of* smoke into the air each 

morning. The smoke is an externality, and local ordinances may restrict 

'the "hours of ^operatioii> to a pre-dawn period, or may require, the burning 

of low s'ulphur fuels. Or,- we may consider* that although a commuter train 

0 ' ' ' ' ' ' ■• 

is highly valued by its customers, its noise and smoke also .disturb the 

residents of houses and ai)artment8 alon& the way. Again, local ordiddncfs 
may restrict the hours and the speed' with which the train* may- pass through 

the Iftommunity. In,.each case, community action ha«-, been directed toward 

modifying the- process . through which the valued goods or sirvices are 

• ♦ 
produced' (7) • ^ ' ' a ^ * 

In the same way, we suggest that while television programs may be 
highly valued by the audience, and that audience in turn, ic highly valued 
by the advertiser, there are several identifiable externalities which 
accompany or fiow from television viewing (1, 5, 6, 10, 11, 15,' 17, 23) and 
require some form of regulation in the interest ofi^-the cotnmunity. That 
regulation will ultimately involve the modification of the process through 
which value is produced for audience and advertiser. 

The FCC has taken economic injury into consideration in a variety of 
broadcast/common carrier cases since the Carroll Dec.ision in^958.* Economic 



* Carroll Broadcasting Company v. 'Federal Communications Cefemission. 258 F.2d 
440 (D.C. Clr.) July 10; 1958.' The Carroll case is seon as rejecting the 
previously applied narrow standards. with regard to econof»ic injury, and was 
Usefully applied as protection for broadcasters from non-broadcast corapetito 
Cited in Documentg 6f American Broadcasting edited by Frank Kahn, Englewood 
Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1978. 



0 ' < 

injury has bebn linked, at least theoretically, to the public interest in 
those cases^ where^ increased competition would have resulted in a lessening of 
a licensee's' ability to provide siorYice in the form of 'unsponsored public ' 
affairs programs. CATV -policy, beginnti^ with the restrictive Southwestern 
Deci8ioit*,had been based on" purely speculative claims of substantial Injury. 

* • * • • 

More recently, the FCC'has solicited comments on , its efforts to proA'idg a 

f« . - - 

more substantial empirical base fpr such decisions. Even the U.S. Copyright 

* • ^. 

Office has solicited empirical 'evidence which 'would be useful in estimating 
the extent of economic injury which would accompany ,the provision of perf onnam 

• . • • H • * ' • * 

rights, in Addition to e:<;isting mechanical reproduction rights al^eaily enjoyed 

•» . . • . ♦ 

by copyright holders (24). • . - . ^ 

• . 

It is neither competition or copyright requirements which may be seen to 
occasiqn economic injury to commercial btoadcastff©, but' regulatory efforts- to 
protect the public from th4 effects of cultural pollution.. 

We have ' already made progress toward estimating the- technical Efficiency 
of violence-related program attributes, we. can estimate their economic^ 
efficiency only with the addition of cost and revenue data. Regression 
analysis wiil allow us to estimate' the relation' between violence and program 
costi and violence and- advertisinfe rSverme |ust as *we have estimated the 
relation betwe<sn Violence arid ^udi-^nce s^^s.^ Estimates of marginal cost- 
and marginal revenue would allow both broadcast'er and regulator (public Sr 
private)' to assess the impa'ct'of any restrictive policies which would modify 
the audience product*lon function. 

Attempts to go beyond this effort should include the specification of 



* Ibid citing United States et al. v. Southwestern Cable Co. et al. 3^2 U.S. 
157 June 10, 1968 wherein the Supreme'' Court support^ the FCC in providing 
protection to major market broadcasters" from CATV imported sL^i-als. 



addUional variabloa, prograift accributea which we belieye to belimpqrtWn 

% ' \ I 

tactora in audience production. Such research might determine^ fot\examri 

the extent to which humor or sex can b*^ aubatituted for violenceT. indeed 

production function approach may Be uaeful in dkeriaining the oargin^^.pr 

ot virtually any program attribute capable of being unambiijuously teetfeure 
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at 
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t 
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• 
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Number of Victims 
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.028 
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• 
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.035 
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Number Involved 


.034 
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.033 


.021* 


* *.e4.i 


.040 



in Violence 

Number of Killers * 

Number Killed . 

Number Involved 
. in Killing 

Number of Comic Acts 

Number of Serious Acts 

(Characters In Violent 
Actions)* 

, Number of Participants 
Number Injured 
Number Dead 
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y)03 
.006 
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\002 

) 
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.005 
.0( 
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.004 
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.003 
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" \ .003 


.002 


.007 . 


'.007 


.008 


.006 
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.002 
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* Per minute measure 



.005 
.09'8 



.027. 


.024 


.023 
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.030 


.039 
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.581 ^ 
.022 -4 


.544 


.574 


■J 


.311 


.632 

1 

.020 


.687 


.030 


' .015 . 


.022 


.039 
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Total Sample 
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31.21 

.052 
;()26 
. .028 
. .034 

.003*, 

.002 

.005 

.009 
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.024 
.596 
.018 
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INDUSTRY PRODUCTION PUilCTIONS (All Prograw, N-586 half houw) 



8):andardized 
Variables 



Half- Hour 
Audlance (BETA) 



Share 

of Audience (BETA) 



(Major i:aiaracter6)< 
NuiDber 

Nuaiber of Viole&ts 

Nuniber of Victims 

Number Involved 
in Violence 

Nunibtsr of Killers 

Number Killed 

Number Involved 
in Killing 

Number of Comic Acts 

NutDber of Serious Acts 

(Characters in Violent 
Actions) 

Number of Participants 
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Number Dead 
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•*v 
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INDUSTRY PRODUCTION FUNCTIONS (Non-Fanily Hours, N«390) 



Input Factors 
(Major characters) 
Nufflbar % 

% 

Number of Violents 

Number of Victims 

Number Involved * 
In Violence 

» 

Number of Killers 
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Number of Participants 

A 
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.339. 
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« 
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F 
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e 
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R~ Squared 
F 
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3.138** 
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METWOBK PRODUCTION FUNCTIONS (NoA-FamUy Hours) 



Half Hour Audience 



iji^ut Factors 
(Standardized Variables) 

(Hajor Characters) 

Nuuhber 

Number of Vlolents 

' Number of Victims 

Number Involved 
In Violence 

Number of Killers ^ 
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in Killing 

Number of Comic Acts 

Number of Serious Acts 
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3.144** 



ERIC 



*».05 
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TABLE FIVE 



PORM/CENRE PRODUCTION FUNCTIONS (Hon Family Hovre) 

* 

Audience' Share (Betas) 



(Maior Characters) 
Dumber 

Number of^iolents 

Nutnber of Victims 

Number Involved 
in Violence 

Number of Killers 

Number Killed 

Number Involved 
in Killing 

Nunber of Comic Acts 
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SIMPLlPiro NBTWORK MODELS OOTBR FHIXT COMPEimVE QONpiTHMS (8-106 half hoilr p»rlo<U) 

• '■ V • • • 

Audience Shares (Betas> . ' « . . 



Variables 
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